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comments must be received in the 
regional office by March 23, 2011. The 
address is 300 N. Los Angeles St., Suite 
2010, Los Angeles, California 90012. 
Persons wishing to e-mail their 
comments or who desire additional 
information should contact Angelica 
Trevino, Administrative Assistant, at 
(213) 894–3437 or (800) 877–8339 for 
individuals who are deaf, hearing 
impaired, and/or have speech 
disabilities or by e-mail to: 
atrevino@usccr.gov. 

Hearing-impaired persons who wish 
to submit written comments and require 
the services of a sign language 
interpreter should contact the Regional 
Office at least ten (10) working days 
before the scheduled date of the 
meeting. 

Records generated from this meeting 
may be inspected and reproduced at the 
Western Regional Office, as they become 
available, both before and after the 
meeting. Persons interested in the work 
of this advisory committee are advised 
to go to the Commission’s Web site, 
http://www.usccr.gov, or to contact the 
Western Regional Office at the above e- 
mail or street address. 

The meeting will be conducted 
pursuant to the provisions of the rules 
and regulations of the Commission and 
FACA. 

Dated in Washington, DC, January 27, 
2011. 
Peter Minarik, 
Acting Chief, Regional Programs 
Coordination Unit. 
[FR Doc. 2011–2213 Filed 2–1–11; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6335–01–P 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

Submission for OMB Review; 
Comment Request 

The Department of Commerce will 
submit to the Office of Management and 
Budget (OMB) for clearance the 
following proposal for collection of 
information under the provisions of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C. 
Chapter 35). 

Agency: National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). 

Title: Tag Recapture Card. 
OMB Control Number: 0648–0259. 
Form Number(s): NA. 
Type of Request: Regular submission. 
Number of Respondents: 240. 
Average Hours per Response: 2 

minutes. 
Burden Hours: 8. 
Needs and Uses: This request is for 

the renewal of a currently approved 
information collection. 

The Cooperative Game Fish Tagging 
Program (CGFTP) was initiated in 1954 
by Woods Hole Oceanographic 
Institution (WHOI). In 1973 the CGFTP 
became a cooperative effort between 
WHOI and the National Marine 
Fisheries (NMFS) as part of a 
comprehensive research program 
resulting from passage of the Migratory 
Game Fish Study Act of 1959 (Pub. L. 
86–359) and other legislative acts under 
which the NMFS operates. In 1980 sole 
control of the CGFTP was handed over 
to the NMFS. The CGFTP was later 
renamed the Cooperative Tagging Center 
(CTC). The CTC attempts to determine 
the migratory patterns and other 
biological information of billfish, tunas, 
and swordfish by having fishermen tag 
and release their catch, so that fish can 
be subsequently recaptured. 

The primary objectives of a tagging 
program are to obtain scientific 
information on fish growth and 
movements necessary to assist in stock 
assessment and management. This is 
accomplished by the random recapture 
of tagged fish by fishermen and the 
subsequent voluntary submission of the 
appropriate data. 

Affected Public: Individuals or 
households. 

Frequency: On occasion. 
Respondent’s Obligation: Voluntary. 
OMB Desk Officer: 

OIRA_Submission@omb.eop.gov. 
Copies of the above information 

collection proposal can be obtained by 
calling or writing Diana Hynek, 
Departmental Paperwork Clearance 
Officer, (202) 482–0266, Department of 
Commerce, Room 6616, 14th and 
Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington, 
DC 20230 (or via the Internet at 
dHynek@doc.gov). 

Written comments and 
recommendations for the proposed 
information collection should be sent 
within 30 days of publication of this 
notice to 
OIRA_Submission@omb.eop.gov. 

Dated: January 28, 2011. 

Gwellnar Banks, 
Management Analyst, Office of the Chief 
Information Officer. 
[FR Doc. 2011–2232 Filed 2–1–11; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3510–22–P 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

International Trade Administration 

[A–122–853] 

Citric Acid and Certain Citrate Salts 
From Canada: Preliminary Results of 
Antidumping Duty Administrative 
Review 

AGENCY: Import Administration, 
International Trade Administration, 
Department of Commerce. 
SUMMARY: In response to a timely 
request by one manufacturer/exporter, 
Jungbunzlauer Canada Inc. (JBL 
Canada), the Department of Commerce 
(the Department) is conducting the first 
administrative review of the 
antidumping duty order on citric acid 
and certain citrate salts (citric acid) from 
Canada with respect to JBL Canada. The 
review covers the period November 20, 
2008, through May 19, 2009, and May 
29, 2009, through April 30, 2010. We 
preliminarily determine that JBL Canada 
made sales below normal value (NV). 

If the preliminary results are adopted 
in our final results of the administrative 
review, we will instruct U.S. Customs 
and Border Protection (CBP) to assess 
antidumping duties on all appropriate 
entries. Interested parties are invited to 
comment on the preliminary results. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Rebecca Trainor or Kate Johnson, AD/ 
CVD Operations, Office 2, Import 
Administration, International Trade 
Administration, U.S. Department of 
Commerce, 14th Street and Constitution 
Avenue, NW., Washington, DC 20230; 
telephone (202) 482–4007 or (202) 482– 
4929, respectively. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Background 

In response to a timely request by JBL 
Canada, on June 30, 2010, the 
Department published in the Federal 
Register a notice of initiation of an 
administrative review of the 
antidumping duty order on citric acid 
from Canada with respect to JBL Canada 
covering the period November 20, 2008, 
through May 19, 2009, and May 29, 
2009, through April 30, 2010. See 
Initiation of Antidumping and 
Countervailing Duty Administrative 
Reviews and Requests for Revocation in 
Part, 75 FR 37759 (June 30, 2010). 

Also on June 30, 2010, we issued the 
antidumping duty questionnaire to JBL 
Canada. In August 2010, we received 
responses to sections A (i.e., the section 
covering general information about the 
company), B (i.e., the section covering 
comparison-market sales), C (i.e., the 
section covering U.S. sales), and D (the 
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1 We also referred JBL Canada to the Department’s 
adverse facts available (AFA) determination on this 
same issue in the less-than-fair-value (LTFV) 
investigation. See Comment 4 of the Issues and 
Decision Memorandum (LTFV I&D Memo) 
accompanying the Notice of Final Determination of 
Sales at Less Than Fair Value: Citric Acid and 
Certain Citrate Salts from Canada, 74 FR 16843 
(April 13, 2009) (Citric Acid LTFV). 2 See Comment 4 of the LTFV I&D Memo. 

section covering cost of production 
(COP) and constructed value (CV)) of 
the antidumping duty questionnaire 
from JBL Canada. 

During the period October through 
December 2010, we issued to JBL 
Canada supplemental questionnaires 
regarding sections A, B, C, and D of the 
original questionnaire. We received 
responses to these questionnaires during 
the period October 2010 through 
January 2011. 

Scope of the Order 

The scope of this order includes all 
grades and granulation sizes of citric 
acid, sodium citrate, and potassium 
citrate in their unblended forms, 
whether dry or in solution, and 
regardless of packaging type. The scope 
also includes blends of citric acid, 
sodium citrate, and potassium citrate; as 
well as blends with other ingredients, 
such as sugar, where the unblended 
form(s) of citric acid, sodium citrate, 
and potassium citrate constitute 40 
percent or more, by weight, of the blend. 
The scope of this order also includes all 
forms of crude calcium citrate, 
including dicalcium citrate 
monohydrate, and tricalcium citrate 
tetrahydrate, which are intermediate 
products in the production of citric 
acid, sodium citrate, and potassium 
citrate. The scope of this order does not 
include calcium citrate that satisfies the 
standards set forth in the United States 
Pharmacopeia and has been mixed with 
a functional excipient, such as dextrose 
or starch, where the excipient 
constitutes at least 2 percent, by weight, 
of the product. The scope of this order 
includes the hydrous and anhydrous 
forms of citric acid, the dihydrate and 
anhydrous forms of sodium citrate, 
otherwise known as citric acid sodium 
salt, and the monohydrate and 
monopotassium forms of potassium 
citrate. Sodium citrate also includes 
both trisodium citrate and monosodium 
citrate, which are also known as citric 
acid trisodium salt and citric acid 
monosodium salt, respectively. Citric 
acid and sodium citrate are classifiable 
under 2918.14.0000 and 2918.15.1000 of 
the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the 
United States (HTSUS), respectively. 
Potassium citrate and crude calcium 
citrate are classifiable under 
2918.15.5000 and 3824.90.9290 of the 
HTSUS, respectively. Blends that 
include citric acid, sodium citrate, and 
potassium citrate are classifiable under 
3824.90.9290 of the HTSUS. Although 
the HTSUS subheadings are provided 
for convenience and customs purposes, 
the written description of the 
merchandise is dispositive. 

Period of Review 
The period of review (POR) is 

November 20, 2008, through May 19, 
2009, and May 29, 2009, through April 
30, 2010. In accordance with section 
733(d) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as 
amended (the Act), and subsequent to 
the imposition of the antidumping duty 
order, we instructed CBP to terminate 
the suspension of liquidation and to 
liquidate, without regard to 
antidumping duties, entries of subject 
merchandise for the period May 20, 
2009, through May 28, 2009. 
Accordingly, this administrative review 
does not include the period May 20, 
2009, through May 28, 2009. 

Facts Available 
Section 776(a) of the Act provides that 

the Department will apply ‘‘facts 
otherwise available’’ if necessary 
information is not available on the 
record or an interested party: (1) 
Withholds information that has been 
requested by the Department; (2) fails to 
provide such information within the 
deadlines established, or in the form or 
manner requested by the Department, 
subject to subsections (c)(1) and (e) of 
section 782 of the Act; (3) significantly 
impedes a proceeding; or (4) provides 
such information, but the information 
cannot be verified. 

The Department’s original and first 
supplemental antidumping 
questionnaires instructed JBL Canada to 
report its prices and expenses in the 
currencies in which they were incurred, 
in accordance with section 773A of the 
Act, and 19 CFR 351.415(a).1 Despite 
our instructions, JBL Canada reported 
its home market price and expense data 
in Canadian dollars (CAD) and its U.S. 
market price and expense data in U.S. 
dollars (USD), regardless of the 
currencies in which they were incurred. 
JBL Canada explained that its data 
processing system automatically 
converts all foreign currency 
transactions into the currency of the 
respective JBL Group entity at the 
moment of posting. Although the system 
maintains a record of the original 
currency in which the price or expense 
was incurred and the exchange rate 
used to make currency conversions, JBL 
Canada failed to report certain prices 
and expenses in their original 
currencies, maintaining that retrieving 

the original currency values from the 
system would be ‘‘an extremely 
laborious and time-consuming 
undertaking.’’ See JBL Canada’s October 
29, 2010, supplemental questionnaire 
response at pages 7–8. Therefore, 
pursuant to section 776(a)(2)(B) of the 
Act, we find that JBL Canada failed to 
provide information in the form and 
manner requested by the Department 
and that it is appropriate to resort to 
facts otherwise available to account for 
the unreported information. 

In selecting from among the facts 
otherwise available, section 776(b) of 
the Act authorizes the Department to 
use an adverse inference if the 
Department finds that an interested 
party failed to cooperate by not acting 
to the best of its ability to comply with 
a request for information. The legislative 
history of the Act also provides 
guidance by explaining that adverse 
inferences are appropriate ‘‘to ensure 
that the party does not obtain a more 
favorable result by failing to cooperate 
than if it had cooperated fully.’’ See 
Statement of Administrative Action 
(SAA) accompanying the Uruguay 
Round Agreements Act, H.R. Doc. No. 
103–465 at 870 (1995). Information used 
to make an adverse inference may 
include such sources as the petition, 
other information placed on the record, 
or determinations in a prior proceeding 
regarding the subject merchandise. Id. 
and 19 CFR 351.308(c). Furthermore, 
‘‘affirmative evidence of bad faith on the 
part of a respondent is not required 
before the Department may make an 
adverse inference.’’ See Antidumping 
Duties; Countervailing Duties, 62 FR 
27296, 27340 (May 19, 1997); see also 
Nippon Steel Corp. v. United States, 337 
F.3d 1373, 1383 (Fed. Cir. 2003) 
(Nippon). 

Based on JBL Canada’s questionnaire 
response description of how exchange 
rate information is currently stored in 
its data processing system, we find that 
it was possible for JBL Canada to report 
all of its sales data in the currencies in 
which they were incurred. This is 
consistent with our determination in 
Citric Acid LTFV with respect to the 
same issue.2 Because JBL Canada could 
have reported the information at issue 
in the form and manner requested by 
the Department, but failed to do so, we 
find that JBL Canada has failed to 
cooperate to the best of its ability with 
our requests for information in the 
original and supplemental 
questionnaires. Specifically, we find 
that an adverse inference is appropriate 
because: (1) JBL Canada had the 
necessary information within its control 
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3 Where NV is based on CV, we determine the NV 
LOT based on the LOT of the sales from which we 
derive selling expenses, general and administrative 
(G&A) expenses, and profit for CV, where possible. 

and it did not report this information; 
and 2) it failed to put forth its maximum 
effort to provide the requested 
information. See, e.g., Nippon, 337 F.3d 
at 1883; and Notice of Final Results of 
Antidumping Duty Administrative 
Review, Rescission of Administrative 
Review in Part, and Final Determination 
to Not Revoke Order in Part: Canned 
Pineapple Fruit from Thailand, 68 FR 
65247 (November 19, 2003), and 
accompanying Issues and Decision 
Memorandum at Comment 20b. Thus, 
for these preliminary results, pursuant 
to section 776(b) of the Act, we find that 
it is appropriate to apply AFA to the 
following home market variables which 
JBL Canada converted to CAD from the 
original currency: Gross unit price, 
billing adjustments, inland insurance, 
and indirect selling expenses. Likewise, 
we applied AFA to the following U.S. 
market variables which JBL Canada 
converted to USD from the original 
currency: Foreign inland freight 
(warehouse to port), foreign inland 
insurance, U.S. inland freight (port to 
warehouse and warehouse to customer), 
indirect selling expenses, inventory 
carrying costs, and packing. 
Specifically, as AFA, we increased JBL 
Canada’s reported home market sales 
prices as well as the above-specified 
U.S. and home market expenses by the 
highest difference between the 
Department’s weighted-average monthly 
exchange rates (used to convert 
comparison-market values to USD in the 
margin program), and JBL Canada’s 
monthly exchange rates (used by JBL 
Canada’s data processing system for 
currency conversion purposes). For 
further explanation, see Memorandum 
to the File entitled ‘‘2008–2010 
Administrative Review of Citric Acid 
and Certain Citrate Salts from Canada,’’ 
dated concurrently with this notice. 

Comparisons to Normal Value 
To determine whether JBL Canada’s 

sales of citric acid from Canada to the 
United States were made at less than 
NV, we compared the constructed 
export price (CEP) to the NV, as 
described in the ‘‘Constructed Export 
Price’’ and ‘‘Normal Value’’ sections of 
this notice. 

Pursuant to section 777A(d)(2) of the 
Act, for JBL Canada we compared the 
CEPs of individual U.S. transactions to 
the weighted-average NV of the foreign 
like product where there were sales 
made in the ordinary course of trade. 
See discussion below. 

Product Comparisons 
In accordance with section 771(16) of 

the Act, we considered all products 
produced by JBL Canada covered by the 

description in the ‘‘Scope of the Order’’ 
section, above, to be foreign like 
products for purposes of determining 
appropriate product comparisons to 
U.S. sales. Pursuant to 19 CFR 
351.414(e)(2), we compared JBL 
Canada’s U.S. sales of citric acid to its 
sales of citric acid made in the home 
market. Where there were no 
contemporaneous sales within the 
definition of 19 CFR 351.414(e)(2)(i), 
pursuant to 19 CFR 351.414(e)(2)(ii) and 
(iii), we compared sales within the 
contemporaneous window period, 
which extends from three months prior 
to the month of the U.S. sale until two 
months after the sale. 

In making the product comparisons, 
we matched foreign like products based 
on the physical characteristics reported 
by JBL Canada in the following order: 
type, form, grade, and particle size. 

Constructed Export Price 
For all U.S. sales made by JBL 

Canada, we calculated CEP in 
accordance with section 772(b) of the 
Act because the subject merchandise 
was first sold (or agreed to be sold) in 
the United States before or after the date 
of importation by or for the account of 
the producer or exporter, or by a seller 
affiliated with the producer or exporter, 
to a purchaser not affiliated with the 
producer or exporter. 

We based CEP on packed, ex-factory 
or delivered prices to unaffiliated 
purchasers in the United States. Where 
appropriate, we adjusted the starting 
prices for billing adjustments, rebates 
and interest revenue, in accordance 
with 19 CFR 351.401(c). We made 
deductions for movement expenses, 
where appropriate, in accordance with 
section 772(c)(2)(A) of the Act; these 
included, where appropriate, foreign 
inland freight expenses, foreign inland 
insurance expenses, U.S. brokerage and 
handling expenses, U.S. inland freight 
expenses, U.S. warehousing expenses, 
and U.S. inland insurance expenses. In 
accordance with section 772(d)(1) of the 
Act and 19 CFR 351.402(b), we 
deducted those selling expenses 
associated with economic activities 
occurring in the United States, 
including direct selling expenses (e.g., 
imputed credit expenses), and indirect 
selling expenses (including inventory 
carrying costs). 

Pursuant to section 772(d)(3) of the 
Act, we further reduced the starting 
price by an amount for profit to arrive 
at CEP. In accordance with section 
772(f) of the Act, we calculated the CEP 
profit rate using the expenses incurred 
by JBL Canada on its sales of the subject 
merchandise in the United States and 
the profit associated with those sales. 

Normal Value 

A. Home Market Viability and Selection 
of Comparison Market 

To determine whether there was a 
sufficient volume of sales in the home 
market to serve as a viable basis for 
calculating NV, we compared the 
volume of home market sales of the 
foreign like product to the volume of 
U.S. sales of the subject merchandise, in 
accordance with section 773(a)(1)(C) of 
the Act. Based on this comparison, we 
determined that, pursuant to 19 CFR 
351.404(b) JBL Canada had a viable 
home market during the POR. 
Consequently, pursuant to section 
773(a)(1)(B)(i) of the Act and 19 CFR 
351.404(c)(i), we based NV on home 
market sales. 

B. Level of Trade 
Section 773(a)(1)(B)(i) of the Act 

states that, to the extent practicable, the 
Department will calculate NV based on 
sales of foreign like products at the same 
level of trade (LOT) as the export price 
or CEP. Sales are made at different LOTs 
if they are made at different marketing 
stages (or their equivalent). See 19 CFR 
351.412(c)(2). Substantial differences in 
selling activities are a necessary, but not 
sufficient, condition for determining 
that there is a difference in the stages of 
marketing. See Id.; see also Notice of 
Final Determination of Sales at Less 
Than Fair Value: Certain Cut-to-Length 
Carbon Steel Plate From South Africa, 
62 FR 61731, 61732 (November 19, 
1997) (Plate from South Africa). In order 
to determine whether the comparison- 
market sales were at different stages in 
the marketing process than the U.S. 
sales, we reviewed the distribution 
system in each market (i.e., the chain of 
distribution), including selling 
functions, class of customer (customer 
category), and the level of selling 
expenses for each type of sale. 

Pursuant to section 773(a)(1)(B)(i) of 
the Act, in identifying LOTs for EP and 
comparison-market sales (i.e., where NV 
is based on either home market or third 
country prices),3 we consider the 
starting prices before any adjustments. 
For CEP sales, we consider only the 
selling activities reflected in the price 
after the deduction of expenses and 
profit under section 772(d) of the Act. 
See Micron Technology, Inc. v. United 
States, 243 F. 3d 1301, 1314 (Fed. Cir. 
2001). When the Department is unable 
to match U.S. sales of the foreign like 
product in the comparison market at the 
same LOT as the EP or CEP, the 
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4 We recalculated home market credit expenses in 
order to account for the application of AFA to home 
market prices used in the credit expense 
calculation. 

Department may compare the U.S. sales 
to sales at a different LOT in the 
comparison market. In comparing EP or 
CEP sales at a different LOT in the 
comparison market, where available 
data make it practicable, we make an 
LOT adjustment under section 
773(a)(7)(A) of the Act. Finally, for CEP 
sales only, if the NV LOT is at a more 
advanced stage of distribution than the 
LOT of the CEP and there is no basis for 
determining whether the difference in 
LOTs between NV and CEP affects price 
comparability (i.e., no LOT adjustment 
was practicable), the Department shall 
grant a CEP offset, as provided in 
section 773(a)(7)(B) of the Act. See Plate 
from South Africa, 62 FR at 61732–33. 

In this administrative review, we 
obtained information from JBL Canada 
regarding the marketing stages involved 
in making its reported home market and 
U.S. sales, including a description of the 
selling activities performed by the 
respondent and its affiliates for each 
channel of distribution. 

During the POR, JBL Canada reported 
that it sold citric acid to end-users and 
distributors through two channels of 
distribution in both the U.S. and home 
markets. JBL Canada stated that its 
selling process was essentially the same 
for all channels of distribution. Because 
the details of JBL Canada’s reported 
selling functions for each channel of 
distribution are business proprietary, 
our analysis of these selling functions 
for purposes of determining whether 
different LOTs exist is contained in a 
separate memorandum to James Maeder, 
Director, AD/CVD Operations Office 2, 
from the Team entitled ‘‘Preliminary 
Level-of-Trade Analysis,’’ dated 
contemporaneously with this notice. 

Based on our analysis, we find that 
the selling functions JBL Canada 
performed for each of its channels of 
distribution in the U.S. market were 
essentially the same, with the exception 
of one selling function which we 
determined was not sufficient to 
warrant an LOT distinction between 
these channels. Therefore, we 
determined preliminarily that there is 
only one LOT (for CEP sales) in the U.S. 
market. Similarly, we found that the 
selling functions that JBL Canada (and 
its affiliates) performed for each of the 
channels of distribution in the home 
market were essentially the same, with 
the exception of certain selling activities 
which we determined were not 
sufficient to warrant an LOT distinction 
between these channels. Therefore, we 
preliminarily determine that there is 
only one LOT in the home market. 

In comparing the home market LOT to 
the CEP LOT, we found that the selling 
activities performed by JBL Canada (and 

its affiliates) for its CEP sales were 
significantly fewer than the selling 
activities that it performed for its home 
market sales, and that the home-market 
LOT was more remote from the factory 
than the CEP LOT. Accordingly, we 
considered the CEP LOT to be different 
from the home-market LOT and to be at 
a less advanced stage of distribution 
than the home-market LOT. 

Therefore, we could not match CEP 
sales to sales at the same LOT in the 
home market, nor could we determine 
an LOT adjustment based on JBL 
Canada’s home market sales because 
there is only one LOT in the home 
market, and it is not possible to 
determine if there is a pattern of 
consistent price differences between the 
sales on which NV is based and home 
market sales at the LOT of the export 
transaction. See section 773(a)(7)(A) of 
the Act. Furthermore, we have no other 
information that provides an 
appropriate basis for determining an 
LOT adjustment. Consequently, because 
the available data do not form an 
appropriate basis for making an LOT 
adjustment but the home market LOT is 
at a more advanced stage of distribution 
than the CEP LOT, we find it is 
appropriate to make a CEP offset to NV 
in accordance with section 773(a)(7)(B) 
of the Act. The CEP offset is calculated 
as the lesser of: (1) The indirect selling 
expenses incurred on the home market 
sales, or (2) the indirect selling expenses 
deducted from the starting price in 
calculating CEP. 

C. Cost of Production Analysis 

Whenever the Department has 
reasonable grounds to believe or suspect 
that sales of the foreign like product 
under consideration for the 
determination of NV have been made at 
prices which represent less than the 
COP, the Department shall determine 
whether, in fact, such sales were made 
at less than COP. See section 773(b)(1) 
of the Act. We found that JBL Canada 
made home market sales below the COP 
in the LTFV investigation and such 
sales were disregarded. See Citric Acid 
and Certain Citrate Salts from Canada: 
Notice of Preliminary Determination of 
Sales at Less Than Fair Value and 
Postponement of Final Determination, 
73 FR 70324 (November 20, 2008); 
unchanged in Citric Acid LTFV. Thus, 
in accordance with section 
773(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Act, we find that 
there are reasonable grounds to believe 
or suspect that JBL Canada made sales 
in its home market at prices below the 
cost of producing the merchandise in 
the current review period. 

1. Calculation of Cost of Production 

In accordance with section 773(b)(3) 
of the Act, we calculated COP based on 
the sum of the cost of materials and 
conversion for the foreign like product, 
plus an amount for G&A expenses and 
interest expenses (see ‘‘Test of 
Comparison-Market Sales Prices’’ 
section below for treatment of 
comparison-market selling expenses and 
packing costs). 

The Department relied on the COP 
data submitted by JBL Canada in the 
November 8, 2010, supplemental 
response to section D of the 
questionnaire for the COP calculations. 
We made an adjustment to the reported 
depreciation expenses associated with 
an affiliated party transaction. For 
adjustment details, see the 
Memorandum to Neal M. Halper, 
Director, Office of Accounting, ‘‘Cost of 
Production and Constructed Value 
Calculation Adjustments for the 
Preliminary Results—Jungbunzlauer 
Canada, Inc,’’ dated concurrently with 
this notice. 

Based on the review of record 
evidence, JBL Canada did not appear to 
experience significant changes in cost of 
manufacturing during the POR. 
Therefore, we followed our normal 
methodology of calculating a POR-wide 
weighted-average cost. 

2. Test of Comparison-Market Sales 
Prices 

On a product-specific basis, we 
compared the weighted-average COP to 
the prices of home market sales of the 
foreign like product, as required under 
section 773(b) of the Act, in order to 
determine whether the sale prices were 
below the COP. For purposes of this 
comparison, we used COP exclusive of 
selling and packing expenses. The 
prices, adjusted for any applicable 
billing adjustments, rebates, and interest 
revenue, were also exclusive of any 
applicable movement charges, direct 
and indirect selling expenses,4 and 
packing expenses. 

3. Results of the COP Test 

After concluding that we had 
reasonable grounds to believe or suspect 
that JBL Canada’s sales of foreign like 
product were made at prices less than 
COP, to determine whether to disregard 
such sales, we examined, in accordance 
with sections 773(b)(1)(A) and (B) of the 
Act: (1) Whether, within an extended 
period of time, such sales were made in 
substantial quantities; and (2) whether 
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such sales were made at prices which 
permitted the recovery of all costs 
within a reasonable period of time in 
the normal course of trade. Where less 
than 20 percent of a respondent’s 
comparison-market sales of a given 
product are at prices less than the COP, 
we do not disregard any below-cost 
sales of that product because we 
determine that, in such instances, the 
below-cost sales were not made within 
an extended period of time in 
‘‘substantial quantities.’’ Where 20 
percent or more of a respondent’s sales 
of a given product are at prices less than 
the COP, we disregard the below-cost 
sales because: (1) They were made 
within an extended period of time in 
‘‘substantial quantities,’’ in accordance 
with sections 773(b)(2)(B) and (C) of the 
Act, and (2) based on our comparison of 
prices to the weighted-average COPs for 
the POR, they were at prices which 
would not permit the recovery of all 
costs within a reasonable period of time, 
in accordance with section 773(b)(2)(D) 
of the Act. 

Based on this test, we did not 
disregard any of JBL Canada’s home 
market sales of citric acid because for all 
products, we found that less than 20 
percent of these sales were at prices less 
than the COP. 

D. Calculation of Normal Value Based 
on Comparison-Market Prices 

We based NV for JBL Canada on 
packed, ex-factory or delivered prices to 
unaffiliated customers in the home 
market. Where appropriate, we adjusted 
the starting prices for billing 
adjustments, rebates and interest 
revenue, in accordance with 19 CFR 
351.401(c). We made deductions, where 
appropriate, from the starting price for 
movement expenses, including inland 
freight and inland insurance, under 
section 773(a)(6)(B)(ii) of the Act. 

We made adjustments under section 
773(a)(6)(C) of the Act for differences in 
circumstances-of-sale for imputed credit 
expenses, where appropriate. 

We also deducted home market 
packing costs and added U.S. packing 
costs, in accordance with section 
773(a)(6)(A) and (B) of the Act. 

Finally, as discussed in the ‘‘Level of 
Trade’’ section above, we made a CEP 
offset pursuant to section 773(a)(7)(B) of 
the Act and 19 CFR 351.412(f). We 
calculated the CEP offset as the lesser of 
the indirect selling expenses incurred 
on the home-market sales or the indirect 
selling expenses deducted from the 
starting price in calculating CEP. 

Currency Conversion 
It is our normal practice to make 

currency conversions into U.S. dollars, 

in accordance with section 773A(a) of 
the Act, based on exchange rates in 
effect on the dates of the U.S. sales, as 
certified by the Federal Reserve Bank. 
See ‘‘Facts Available’’ section, above, for 
further discussion of currency 
conversion in this administrative 
review. 

Preliminary Results of the Review 
We preliminarily determine that a 

weighted-average dumping margin 
exists for JBL Canada for the period 
November 20, 2008, through May 19, 
2009, and May 29, 2009, through April 
30, 2010, as follows: 

Manufacturer/exporter Percent 
margin 

Jungbunzlauer Canada Inc ...... 1.51 

Disclosure and Public Hearing 
The Department will disclose to 

parties the calculations performed in 
connection with these preliminary 
results within five days of the date of 
publication of this notice. See 19 CFR 
351.224(b). Pursuant to 19 CFR 351.309, 
interested parties may submit case briefs 
not later than 30 days after the date of 
publication of this notice. Rebuttal 
briefs, limited to issues raised in the 
case briefs, may be filed not later than 
five days after the date for filing case 
briefs. Parties who submit case briefs or 
rebuttal briefs in this proceeding are 
encouraged to submit with each 
argument: (1) A statement of the issue; 
(2) a brief summary of the argument; 
and (3) a table of authorities. 

Interested parties who wish to request 
a hearing or to participate if one is 
requested must submit a written request 
to the Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration, Room 1870, within 30 
days of the date of publication of this 
notice. Requests should contain: (1) The 
party’s name, address and telephone 
number; (2) the number of participants; 
and (3) a list of issues to be discussed. 
See 19 CFR 351.310(c). Issues raised in 
the hearing will be limited to those 
raised in the respective case briefs. 

The Department will issue the final 
results of this administrative review, 
including the results of its analysis of 
issues raised in any written briefs, not 
later than 120 days after the date of 
publication of this notice, pursuant to 
section 751(a)(3)(A) of the Act. 

Assessment Rates 
Upon completion of the 

administrative review, the Department 
shall determine, and CBP shall assess, 
antidumping duties on all appropriate 
entries, in accordance with 19 CFR 
351.212. The Department intends to 

issue appropriate appraisement 
instructions for the companies subject to 
this review directly to CBP 15 days after 
the date of publication of the final 
results of this review. 

Because the respondent did not report 
entered value for all sales to each 
importer or customer, we will calculate 
importer- or customer-specific per-unit 
duty assessment rates by aggregating the 
total amount of antidumping duties 
calculated for the examined sales and 
dividing this amount by the total 
quantity of those sales. To determine 
whether the duty assessment rates are 
de minimis, in accordance with the 
requirement set forth in 19 CFR 
351.106(c)(2), we will calculate 
importer-specific ad valorem ratios 
based on the estimated entered value. 

We will instruct CBP to assess 
antidumping duties on all appropriate 
entries covered by this review if any 
importer-specific assessment rate 
calculated in the final results of this 
review is above de minimis (i.e., at or 
above 0.50 percent). Pursuant to 19 CFR 
351.106(c)(2), we will instruct CBP to 
liquidate without regard to antidumping 
duties any entries for which the 
assessment rate is de minimis (i.e., less 
than 0.50 percent). The final results of 
this review shall be the basis for the 
assessment of antidumping duties on 
entries of merchandise covered by the 
final results of this review and for future 
deposits of estimated duties, where 
applicable. 

The Department clarified its 
‘‘automatic assessment’’ regulation on 
May 6, 2003. See Antidumping and 
Countervailing Duty Proceedings: 
Assessment of Antidumping Duties, 68 
FR 23954 (May 6, 2003) (Assessment 
Policy Notice). This clarification will 
apply to entries of subject merchandise 
during the POR produced by companies 
included in these final results of review 
for which the reviewed companies did 
not know that the merchandise they 
sold to the intermediary (e.g., a reseller, 
trading company, or exporter) was 
destined for the United States. In such 
instances, we will instruct CBP to 
liquidate unreviewed entries at the all- 
others rate effective during the POR if 
there is no rate for the intermediary 
involved in the transaction. See 
Assessment Policy Notice for a full 
discussion of this clarification. 

Cash Deposit Requirements 
The following cash deposit 

requirements will be effective for all 
shipments of the subject merchandise 
entered, or withdrawn from warehouse, 
for consumption on or after the 
publication date of the final results of 
this administrative review, as provided 
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by section 751(a)(2)(C) of the Act: (1) 
The cash deposit rate for the company 
listed above will be that established in 
the final results of this review, except if 
the rate is less than 0.50 percent and, 
therefore, de minimis within the 
meaning of 19 CFR 351.106(c)(1), in 
which case the cash deposit rate will be 
zero; (2) for previously reviewed or 
investigated companies not 
participating in this review, the cash 
deposit rate will continue to be the 
company-specific rate published for the 
most recent period; (3) if the exporter is 
not a firm covered in this review, a 
previous review, or the original LTFV 
investigation, but the manufacturer is, 
the cash deposit rate will be the rate 
established for the most recent period 
for the manufacturer of the 
merchandise; and (4) the cash deposit 
rate for all other manufacturers or 
exporters will continue to be 23.21 
percent, the all-others rate made 
effective by the LTFV investigation. See 
Citric Acid and Certain Citrate Salts 
from Canada and the People’s Republic 
of China: Antidumping Duty Orders, 74 
FR 25703 (May 29, 2009). These 
requirements, when imposed, shall 
remain in effect until further notice. 

Notification to Importers 
This notice also serves as a 

preliminary reminder to importers of 
their responsibility under 19 CFR 
351.402(f) to file a certificate regarding 
the reimbursement of antidumping 
duties prior to liquidation of the 
relevant entries during this review 
period. Failure to comply with this 
requirement could result in the 
Secretary’s presumption that 
reimbursement of antidumping duties 
occurred and the subsequent assessment 
of double antidumping duties. 

This administrative review and notice 
are published in accordance with 
sections 751(a)(1) and 777(i)(1) of the 
Act and 19 CFR 351.221. 

Dated: January 26, 2011. 
Ronald K. Lorentzen, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. 
[FR Doc. 2011–2276 Filed 2–1–11; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3510–DS–P 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

Notice of Submission for OMB Review 

AGENCY: Department of Education. 
ACTION: Comment request. 

SUMMARY: The Director, Information 
Collection Clearance Division, 
Regulatory Information Management 
Services, Office of Management invites 

comments on the submission for OMB 
review as required by the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1995 (Pub. L. 104–13). 
DATES: Interested persons are invited to 
submit comments on or before March 4, 
2011. 
ADDRESSES: Written comments should 
be addressed to the Office of 
Information and Regulatory Affairs, 
Attention: Education Desk Officer, 
Office of Management and Budget, 725 
17th Street, NW., Room 10222, New 
Executive Office Building, Washington, 
DC 20503, be faxed to (202) 395–5806 or 
e-mailed to 
oira_submission@omb.eop.gov with a 
cc: to ICDocketMgr@ed.gov. Please note 
that written comments received in 
response to this notice will be 
considered public records. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Section 
3506 of the Paperwork Reduction Act of 
1995 (44 U.S.C. chapter 35) requires that 
the Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) provide interested Federal 
agencies and the public an early 
opportunity to comment on information 
collection requests. The OMB is 
particularly interested in comments 
which: (1) Evaluate whether the 
proposed collection of information is 
necessary for the proper performance of 
the functions of the agency, including 
whether the information will have 
practical utility; (2) Evaluate the 
accuracy of the agency’s estimate of the 
burden of the proposed collection of 
information, including the validity of 
the methodology and assumptions used; 
(3) Enhance the quality, utility, and 
clarity of the information to be 
collected; and (4) Minimize the burden 
of the collection of information on those 
who are to respond, including through 
the use of appropriate automated, 
electronic, mechanical, or other 
technological collection techniques or 
other forms of information technology. 

Dated: January 27, 2011. 
Darrin A. King, 
Director, Information Collection Clearance 
Division, Regulatory Information 
Management Services, Office of Management. 

Federal Student Aid 
Type of Review: Extension. 
Title of Collection: Consolidation 

Loan Rebate Fee Report. 
OMB Control Number: 1845–0046. 
Agency Form Number(s): ED Form 4– 

619. 
Frequency of Responses: Monthly. 
Affected Public: Businesses or other 

for-profit. 
Total Estimated Number of Annual 

Responses: 11,400. 
Total Estimated Annual Burden 

Hours: 12,350. 

Abstract: The Consolidation Loan 
Rebate Fee Report for Payment by check 
or Electronic Funds Transfer will be 
used by approximately 950 lenders 
participating in the Title IV, Part B loan 
programs. The information collected is 
used to transmit interest payment rebate 
fees to the Secretary of Education. 

Requests for copies of the information 
collection submission for OMB review 
may be accessed from the RegInfo.gov 
Web site at http://www.reginfo.gov/ 
public/do/PRAMain or from the 
Department’s Web site at http:// 
edicsweb.ed.gov, by selecting the 
‘‘Browse Pending Collections’’ link and 
by clicking on link number 4417. When 
you access the information collection, 
click on ‘‘Download Attachments ’’ to 
view. Written requests for information 
should be addressed to U.S. Department 
of Education, 400 Maryland Avenue, 
SW., LBJ, Washington, DC 20202–4537. 
Requests may also be electronically 
mailed to the Internet address 
ICDocketMgr@ed.gov or faxed to 202– 
401–0920. Please specify the complete 
title of the information collection and 
OMB Control Number when making 
your request. 

Individuals who use a 
telecommunications device for the deaf 
(TDD) may call the Federal Information 
Relay Service (FIRS) at 1–800–877– 
8339. 
[FR Doc. 2011–2274 Filed 2–1–11; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4000–01–P 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

[CFDA Nos. 84.038, 84.033, and 84.007] 

Federal Perkins Loan, Federal Work- 
Study, and Federal Supplemental 
Educational Opportunity Grant 
Programs 

ACTION: Notice of the 2011–2012 award 
year deadline dates for the campus- 
based programs. 

SUMMARY: The Secretary announces the 
2011–2012 award year deadline dates 
for the submission of requests and 
documents from postsecondary 
institutions for the campus-based 
programs. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Federal Perkins Loan, Federal Work- 
Study (FWS), and Federal Supplemental 
Educational Opportunity Grant (FSEOG) 
programs are collectively known as the 
campus-based programs. 

The Federal Perkins Loan Program 
encourages institutions to make low- 
interest, long-term loans to needy 
undergraduate and graduate students to 
help pay for their education. 
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